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THE BENEFITS OF PROJECT EVALUATION TO I D R C  & AFNS 
This i s  probably a good p o i n t  i n  t ime t o  consider  p r o j e c t  evalua- 
t i o n  and resource a l l o c a t i o n  more c lose l y .  The I D R C  budget i s  r a p i d l y  i n -  
creasing towards the  f i v e  percent o f  the Canadian a i d  program t h a t  was 
mentioned b y  M i t c h e l l  Sharp as a des i rab le  goal f o r  IDRC. The l i k e l i h o o d  of 
a l e v e l l i n g  of f  i n  the  t o t a l  I D R C  budget w i l l  impose a more severe budgetary 
c o n s t r a i n t  on each D iv i s ion .  A t  the  same time, AFNS can expect an increas ing  
demand on D i v i s i o n  funds f o r  a number o f  reasons. 'The repu ta t i on  o f  I D R C  
w i l l  cont inue t o  increase, AFNS o f f i c e r s  w i l l  cont inue t o  examine new p r o j e c t  
proposals, i n f l a t i o n  i n  Canada and the  developing coun t r i es  w i l l  c o n t i n u a l l y  
erode the  r e a l  growth i n  t he  D i v i s i o n  budget and more Phase I I p r o j e c t s  w i l l  
be undertaken. AFNS w i l l  have t o  adopt an i n c r e a s i n g l y  s e l e c t i v e  approach t o  
p r o j e c t  support.  
This d r a f t  paper presents the  case f o r  i n i t i a t i n g  a more systemat ic  
eva lua t ion  of research p r o j e c t s  i n  terms of: i )  s e l e c t i n g  between competing 
research a c t i v i t i e s ,  p a r t i a l l y  on the  bas is  o f  some k i n d  o f  cos t  b e n e f i t  
analys is ;  i i )  choosing t h e  optimum sca le  o f  any research a c t i v i t y  and min i -  
miz ing the  cos t  o f  any given p r o j e c t  and; i i i )  eva lua t i ng  the  degree of 
success i n  a research a c t i v i t y .  The o b j e c t i v e  of an eva lua t i on  system would 
be t o  maximize the  s o c i a l  and economic b e n e f i t s  t o  developing count r ies  from 
research programs supported by I D R C .  
Investment decis ions i n  t h e  past,  i n  both product ion  and research, 
were u s u a l l y  made i n  i s01 a t i o n  bo th  of t h e r r  u l t i m a t e  e f f e c t  and of the  
r e l a t i v e  des i rab i  1 i t y  o f  d i f f e r e n t  investment poss ib i  1  i t i e s .  Even when pro- 
j e c t s  were selected w i t h  regard t o  a1 t e r n a t i  ve poss ib i  1  i t i e s  and oppor tun i t y  
costs, the  dec is ion  was u s u a l l y  based on i n t e r n a l  o r  p r i v a t e  ra tes  of r e t u r n  
as i n  t he  case of the  IBRD. Soc ia l  and ex terna l  economics were n o t  con- 
s idered.  However, t he  theory  o f  resource a l l o c a t i o n  has advanced considerably 
i n  recent  years and resource a l l o c a t i o n  theory has become a f a c t o r  i n  most 
investment decis ions today. 
For tunate ly  f o r  those people who b e l i e v e  t h a t  a common sense approach 
i s  supe r io r  t o  economic jargon and the  t o o l s  o f  economic ana lys is  ( t he  
assumption being t h a t  t he  two are n o t  c l o s e l y  re la ted ) ,  t h e  science o f  re-  
source a l  1 ocat ion  and management i n  research i s  s t i  11 f a i r l y  p r i m i t i v e .  
This i s  an extremely d i f f i c u l t  t ype  o f  a c t i v i t y  t o  evaluate because the re  
are so many qua1 i t a t i v e  fac tors  i nvo l ved  even i n  the  app l i ed  research f i e 1  d. 
There i s  a growing i n t e r e s t ,  however, i n  r e g u l a t i n g  the  type and scope o f  
research a c t i v i t i e s  i f  f o r  no o the r  reason than t h a t  resol l rces devoted t o  
research are absorbing an i nc reas ing  share o f  the  GNP .in niost areas o f  the  
worl  d. 
Theory 
As a l ready stated, t h e r e  i s  s t i l l  no s a t i s f a c t o r y  system f o r  
research eva lua t i on  a1 though the re  have been an i nc reas ing  number o f  exper i -  
mental models. I n  common w i t h  most types o f  p u b l i c  fund ing  f o r  p u b l i c  
a c t i v i t i e s ,  t he re  has been a general t r e n d  t o  a "planning1' approach based on 
some form of a planning-programing-budgetary (PPB) system. Budgeting con t ro l  
i n  t he  form o f  c lose  s c r u t i n y  t o  provent misuse o f  funds was i n i t i a l l y  
emphasized. Then t h e r e  was a I1management" element added which focused on the  
e f f i c i e n t  performance o f  work. The t h i r d  stage, planning, has i t s  roo ts  i n  
Keynesian economics and sys terns-analysis technology. I t  has focused on pro- 
v i d i n g  data on costs and b e n e f i t s  o f  a l t e r n a t e  ways o f  ach iev ing  s t a t e d  
ob jec t i ves  and secondly on measuring ou tput  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  achievement o f  
ob jec t ives .  This approach o f  measuring t h e  most e f f i c i e n t  research package f o r  
at ta inment  o f  s ta ted  and s p e c i f i c  ob jec t i ves  i s  probably t h e  f a r t h e s t  advanced. 
'The U .S. Department o f  A g r i c u l t u r e ' s  A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research Serv ice has rev ised 
about h a l f  o f  i t s  research program i n t o  techno log ica l  ob jec t i ves  w i t h  about 
one ten th  of these programs analysed i n  a way t h a t  can be used f o r  dec i s ion  
making. There i s  a 1 o t  o f  c r i t i c i s m  o f  t h i s  approach however w i t h  many 
arguing t h a t  research p r o j e c t s  c l a s s i f i e d  w i t h  a low p r i o r i t y  are s imply mis- 
c l a s s i f i e d !  Other approaches (such as the  C a l i f o r n i a  Academic - Responsive 
Budgeting System, the Iowa Review Panel and the  computerized MARRIAS system 
i n  Minnesota) have had on ly  1 i m i  t e d  e f fec t iveness .  
The p r i v a t e  sector ,  which has very successful  l y  used q u a n t i t a t i v e  
- - 
techniques f o r  c a p i t a l  investment programs, p roduct ion  schedul ing and 
inventory po l i cy ,  has a lso  had ve ry  l i m i t e d  success t o  date i n  apply ing these 
t o  R and D. 
An Evaluat ion System f o r  AFNS 
As the re  i s  n o t  y e t  any accepted q u a n t i t a t i v e  system o f  research 
eval ua t i on  which could be adapted t o  our  purposes, a  system w i l l  have t o  
evolve here unconsciously i f  n o t  consciously.  I n  any case, q u a n t i t a t i v e  
methods w i l l  represent  on ly  an a d d i t i o n a l  t o o l  t o  use when making the  
p o l i t i c a l  dec is ion  t o  support  any given p r o j e c t .  
Any attempt t o  q u a n t i f y  the u l t i m a t e  costs and b e n e f i t s  o f  any re -  
search a c t i v i t y  i s  obv ious ly  going t o  be d i f f i c u l t  t o  develop. The r e a l  
e f f e c t s  o f  any p r o j e c t  may be very long r u n  o r  i n d i r e c t  i n  i t s  e f f e c t .  
P ro jec t  r e s u l t s  a re  l i k e l y  t o  be mixed, i n c l u d i n g  bo th  p o s i t i v e  and negat ive 
effects. A  new crop may increase average r u r a l  income as w e l l  as the var ia -  
t i o n s  i n  income between groups and overt ime. A  p r o j e c t  may have b e n e f i c i a l  
e f f e c t s  on the  development of new knowledge o r  the  a t t i t u d e s  o f  the  
s c i e n t i f i c  s ta f f  al though i t  f a i  1s t o  achieve i t s  techn ica l  ob jec t ives .  Thus 
i t  w i l l  be necessary t o  s p e c i f i c a l l y  consider and q u a n t i f y  wherever poss ib le  
the  soci  o-economi c  as we1 1  as the  techn ica l  ob jec t ives .  
Grantee Con t r i bu t i on  
An a d d i t i o n a l  compl icat ion f a c i n g  an i n s t i t u t i o n  l i k e  I D R C  i s  the  
fac t  t h a t  i t  usua l l y  on l y  funds a  p ropo r t i on  of the  t o t a l  research costs. It 
i s  d i f f i c u l t  n o t  t o  consider on l y  IDRC's c o n t r i b u t i o n  on the cos t  s i d e  of the  
ledger  whereas the  r e a l  b e n e f i t s  o f  any p r o j e c t  should be considered aga ins t  
the  t o t a l  research cost. The e f f e c t  o f  cons ider ing  a l l  p r o j e c t  costs would 
be t o  n o t  on l y  reduce the p o t e n t i a l  r a t e  o f  r e t u r n  f rom a l l  p ro jec ts ,  b u t  
increase the  re1 a t i  ve des i rab i  1  i ty o f  p r o j e c t s  w i t h  a g rea te r  p ropo r t i on  of 
I D R C  funds over  those w i t h  a  smal l  I D R C  con t r i bu t i on .  On the  o the r  hand, 
the AFNS p o l i c y  t o  fund r e s t r i c t e d  core programs means t h a t  IDRC's cont r ibu-  
t i o n  may represent  most o f  t h e  r e a l  costs of a  research p r o j e c t  s ince  I D R C  
often provides most o f  t he  v a r i a b l e  costs o f  a  p ro jec t .  The c a p i t a l  and l and  
provided by t h e  r e c i p i e n t  may have been under u t i l i z e d  if the  p r o j e c t  was n o t  
undertaken and thus i t s  e f f e c t i v e  cos t  may be very low. The i m p l i c a t i o n  o f  
t h i s  idea i s  t h a t  I D R C  should cont inue t o  be recep t i ve  t o  p r o j e c t  proposals 
i n  which a marginal c o n t r i b u t i o n  r e l a t i v e  t o  the  t o t a l  research a c t i v i t y  of 
the  r e c i p i e n t  could have a marg ina l l y  l a r g e  b e n e f i t .  
A c r i t i c i s m  which might  be l e v e l e d  aga ins t  a q u a n t i t a t i v e  AFNS 
eva lua t ion  system cou ld  be an apparent c o n t r a d i c t i o n  between t h i s  sys tem and 
IDRC's phi losophy of a l l ow ing  the  developing count r ies  t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h e i r  own 
p r i o r i t i e s .  However, i t would on l y  systematize what i s  a l ready being done: 
s e l e c t i o n  of t he  most des i rab le  p r o j e c t s  from among those proposed t o  AFNS. 
Any eva lua t ion  system has the  p o t e n t i a l  t o  offend the  s e n s i t i v i t i e s  of both 
the  developing count r ies  and the  research i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  these count r ies .  
Therefore, c e r t a i n  f a c t o r s  would have t o  cont inue t o  be d i s c r e e t l y  considered. 
P ro jec t  Se lec t i on  
A number o f  IDRC gu ide l ines  have a1 ready been es tab l ished which he lp  
t o  prov ide a framework f o r  p r o j e c t  eva lua t ions  and d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  between 
pro jec ts .  Preference i s  given, most general ly ,  t o  r u r a l  research p a r t i c u l a r l y  
i n  the  semi-ar id t r o p i c s ,  t o  r u r a l  research b e n e f i t i n g  the  poorest  sectors o f  
the  r u r a l  popu la t ion  i n  t he  semi-ar id  t r o p i c s  and so on. W i th in  these 
general p o l i c y  gu ide l ines  p r o j e c t  s e l e c t i o n  i s  made on the  bas is  o f  personal 
assessment and the  p r o j e c t  proposal and budget. The l i s t  of quest ions pre- 
sented below should be answered, wherever possib le,  i n  a p r o j e c t  proposal. 
P ro jec t  Proposal 
1. Why i s  the  p r o j e c t  important? 
I s  i t  a p r i o r i t y  f o r  the  country, t he  government? 
2. Who w i l l  b e n e f i t  and i n  what way? How soon cou ld  the  r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  
research p r o j e c t  b e n e f i t  the  r u r a l  populat ion? 
3. What previous research has been done i n  t h i s  area and what i s  the  r e l a t i o n -  
sh ip  o f  t h i s  research t o  prev ious research? What coord ina t ion  and co- 
opera t ion  w i  11 the re  be between t h i s  research p r o j e c t  and o the r  s i m i l a r  
research work being conducted elsewhere? 
4. What are t h e  expected obstac les t o  success i n  t h i s  research and the  
probabi 1 i t y  of success? 
5. What o ther  research work would be needed t o  a1 low successfu l  appl i ca -  
t i o n ?  I s  there  a systemat ic  approach t o  the  whble t o p i c  of whlch the  
research p r o j e c t  i s  one facet? What would be the  sp in -o f f  ef fects o r  
second generat ional  problems o f  a successful  a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  the  r u r a l  
commu n i  t y ?  
Th is  format would a l low some q u a n t i t a t i v e  ana lys is  and the  use o f  
1 i m i  t e d  cos t  benefl t r a t i o s  based on t h e  probab i l  i t y  o f  success and t h e  
u l t i m a t e  value of  any p r o j e c t  on the  r u r a l  populat ion.  These quest ions a re  
probably a l ready considered i n  personal eva lua t i on  b u t  i n c l u s i o n  i n  a pro- 
j e c t  proposal would c e r t a i h l y  encourage the app l i can t  t o  keep t h e  u l t i m a t e  
purpose of h i s  research i n  mind - the  wel fare o f  the  farmer, f isherman o r  
f o res te r .  
A second advantage o f  spec i f y i ng  the  u l t i m a t e  e f f e c t  o f  a research 
p r o j e c t  i n  a proposal would be t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a comparison between p ro jec ts  
on a v e r t i c a l  r a t h e r  than a h o r i z o n t a l  bas is .  Presumably, i t  i s  t o  compare 
p ro jec ts  w i t h i n  one s p e c i f i c  d i s c i p l i n e  and w i t h i n  one stage o f  an 
a g r i c u l t u r a l  problem than i t  i s  t o  t race  the  p o t e n t i a l  impact o f  two p r o j e c t s  
i n  d i f f e r e n t  f i e l d s  through from bas ic  research t o  outreach t o  the  farmer. 
An examination o f  the  v e r t i c a l  e f f e c t s  o f  a p r o j e c t  b r i n g i n g  i n  o t h e r  r e l a t e d  
research requirements a t  d i f f e r e n t  stages o f  an a g r i c u l t u r a l  i nnova t i on  would 
encourage a s t ronger  focus on the  ends and n o t  t he  means o f  a g r i c u l t u r a l  re-  
search. I t  would a l l  ow both AFNS and the  p o t e n t i  a l  r e c i p i e n t  t o  consider  the  
whole system o f  innovat ion  from product ion  through processing, storage, mar- 
ke t i ng  and consumer u t i l  i z a t i o n .  
Cost M i  n i  m i  z a t i  on 
The d i s t i n c t i o n  between p r o j e c t  eva lua t ion  using t h e  t o o l s  of cos t  
bene f i t  ana lys is  and budget con t ro l  us ing the  concept of c o s t  min imiza t ion  
should be kept  c l e a r l y  i n  mind. P r o j e c t  eva lua t i on  invo lves  the  extremely 
complicated problem o f  s e l e c t i n g  those p r o j e c t s  w i t h  the g rea tes t  b e n e f i t  t o  
cos t  r a t i o  and then s e l e c t i n g  the  opt imal s i z e  o f  t he  se lec ted  research 
a c t i v i t i e s .  Budget c o n t r o l  has the  more simple o b j e c t i v e  o f  min imiz ing the  
costs o f  any g iven p r o j e c t  o f  any g iven s ize .  Having made the  dec i s ion  t o  
support a  s tudy of  a  c e r t a i n  s ize ,  budget c o n t r o l  can then be used t o  
minimize the  costs. A h o r i z o n t a l  breakdown o f  p ro jec ts  i n  FY 1972173 and 
1973174 i s  inc luded as an appendix t o  t h i s  paper. 
The l i m i t a t i o n s  and the  l i m i t e d  u t i l i t y  o f  t h i s  c o s t  breakdown o f  
AFNS p ro jec ts  should be c l e a r l y  understood from the  outse t .  A  cos t  breakdown 
has only  a  l i m i t e d  r e l i a b i l i t y  a t  t h i s  stage s ince  t h e r e  are so few p ro jec ts  
t o  compare and t h e  budget categor ies are  n o t  y e t  completely standardized. 
Even more important  than t h e  accuracy o f  t h i s  data i s  the  usefulness 
of the  data. There i s  no wish t o  attempt t o  c o n t r o l  ongoing p ro jec ts  o r  
ad jus t  the  budgets o f  proposed p r o j e c t s  l a r g e l y  on the  bas is  o f  t h i s  o r  f u t u r e  
average cos t  data. General budgetary ana lys is  should r a t h e r  be seen as a  
st imulus t o  a  more c r i t i c a l  eva lua t i on  by AFNS s t a f f  of new p ro jec ts .  That i s ,  
i t  should n o t  be used t o  " s t r a i g h t j a c k e t "  f u t u r e  p ro jec ts  b u t  t o  encourage 
AFNS s ta f f  t o  focus on unusual v a r i a t i o n s  i n  budget components i n  order  t o  
s a t i s f y  themselves t h a t  p r o j e c t  budgets a re  opt imal .  
The format  o f  p r o j e c t  budgets i n  AFNS i s  becoming more standardized 
and t h i s  o b v i o ~ ~ s l y  f a c i l i t a t e s  budgetary c o n t r o l  as we1 1  as a l l ow ing  more 
i n t e r - p r o j e c t  comparison. It might  be he1 p f u l  t o  supply a  model budget (as 
we1 1  as the model proposal format a1 ready mentioned) t o  p rospect i  ve grantees. 
The compl icat ion here would be t h e  inducement t h i s  would o f f e r  t o  p r o j e c t  
appl :cants t o  f i  11 i n  any categor ies they may have m i  ssed!The model presented 
below i s  almost i d e n t i c a l  t o  the  format  used i n  recent  AFNS p ro jec ts  w i t h  
the  except ion o f  a  s p l i t t i n g  o f  consul tanc ies  and adv isory  commi t t e e s  which 
represent a  p r o j e c t  i n p u t  and i n fo rma t ion  a c t i v i t y  which i s  a  p r o j e c t  output.  
It should be poss ib le  t o  impose a  subs tan t i a l  degree o f  s tandard i za t i on  o f  
costs per  u n i t  t o  p r o j e c t  budgets. The o n l y  dec is ion  then would be an apprai-  
s a l  of the  s i z e  o f  each o v e r a l l  category. 
PROJECT BUDGET 
I Operat ional  
( a )  S a l a r i e s  and A1 1  owances 
( i )  IDRC s t a f f  cos ts  a r e  a l ready  s tandard ized a t  a  t o t a l  . 
o v e r a l l  annual c o s t  o f  $40,000 pe r  person. 
( i i )  Senior  LDC s c i e n t i f i c  s t a f f  cos ts  per  member a r e  
sub jec t  t o  sGme v a r i a t i o n  depending on t h e  q u a l i t y  
and necess i t y  f o r  c e r t a i n  i n d i v i d u a l s .  
( i  i i )  J u n i o r  s c i e n t i f i c  and o t h e r  suppor t i ng  s t a f f  should 
be g e n e r a l l y  ca tegor i zed  as x d o l l a r s  per  man nonth 
f o r  each major  group. 
. - 
h )  Consul t a n t s  and M v i  s o r y  Commi t t e e s  
AFNS has a l ready  e s t a b l i s h e d  maximum and minimum per  diem 
consul t a n t  a1 1  owances depending on qua1 i ty. 
c )  ~ e s e a r c h  Expenses 
As research expenses form such a  l a r g e  p a r t  o f  p r o j e c t  budgets, 
, t h e  g r a n t  a p p l i c a n t  shou ld  be encour'aged t o  p rov ide  a  breakdown w i t h  
some d e t d i l .  Presurrably i t  ~ o u l d  be p o s s i b l e  f o r  AFNS t o  develop 
1 
atr idel i n e s  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  cdm~onents .  - .  
b 
d) T r a v e l  
The a p p l i c a n t  should be encouraged t o  e l a b o r a t e  ve ry  b r i e f l y  
on the  purpose o f  tt,e t r a v e l  fund, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t r a v e l  
as AFNS presumably rqould n o t  want t o  p rov ide  t r a v e l  funds f o r  general  
i n t e r n a t i o n a l  conferences, e t c .  - -. 
- 
e) T r a i n i n g  
T r a i n i n g  cos ts  c o u l d  be s tandard i zed  f o r  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t r a i n -  
i n g  w i t h  due a l lowance f o r  l e n g t h  o f  course, a i r  f a res ,  e t c .  
f )  I n f o r m a t i o n  
The r e l a t i v e  share o f  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  budget would probab ly  
i nc rease  w i t h  Phase I 1 ' s  s i n c e  more knowledge would presumably have been 
accumulated and t h e r e  ~ : o u l d  he rnore in form'at ion t o  d isperse .  
g )  Suppor t i ng  Serv ices  (Overhead) 
A maximum c o n t r i b u t i o n  o f  15 pe rcen t  o f  p r o j e c t  o p e r a t i o n a l  
cos ts  has been estab1;shed. 
I 1  - Capi ta l  
Control  o f  the  c a p i t a l  budget i s  probably the  most c r i t i c a l  area f o r  
examination. I t  i s  ext remely d i f f i c u l t  f o r  ex te rna l  evaluators t o  be ab le  t;o 
accura te ly  judge min i  ma1 pro jec t - re1  ated c a p i t a l  requ i  rements i n  a1 1  cases. 
Bar r ing  some k i n d  o f  standard guide1 ines, t he re  are  few a l t e r n a t i v e s .  I f  f u t u r e  
AFNS funds tend t o  be concentrated i n  fewer areas as network a c t i v i t i e s  
spread, t he  problem w i  11 become 1  ess ser ious.  I n  impor tan t  p r o j e c t  proposals 
where the  c a p i t a l  budget seems excep t i ona l l y  high, i t  might  be des i rab le  t o  
consul t, on a  con f i den t i  a1 basis, a  non-IDRC s t a f f  member w i t h  experience i n the  
p a r t i c u l a r  f i e l d  o r  region.  
I 1 1  - Contingency 
A l l  approved p r o j e c t s  i n  f u t u r e  w i l l  i nc lude  a  contingency a1 lowance 
which may be as h igh  as 10 percent  o f  t he  operat ional  costs ( l ess  e x p a t r i a t e  
s ta f f )  of a  smal l  p ro jec t .  'This amount w i l l  be r e l a t i v e l y  reduced as the pro- 
j e c t  increases i n  s ize.  The maxim~~m contingency f o r  a  budget over $200,000 
was $17,000 o r  8.2 7ercent  o f  the  t o t a l  opera t ing  costs ( l ess  e x p a t r i a t e  
costs)  . 
OPERATIONAL 
Sal a r i e s  and A1 lowances (Labour) 
IDRC s t a f f  
Senior s c i e n t i f i c  s t a f f  ' 
Junior s c i e n t i f i c  
and other supporting s t a f f  
Consul tants  and Advisory Comrni t t e e  
Research Expenses 
Materials and supplies 
Cultural operations 
Computer services 




Training ( inc l  . travel expenses) 
Inforrnat ion 
(workshops, seminars, puhl ica t ions ,  e tc .  ) 
. Supporting Services (overhead) 






Cont inu ing and Ex-poste P r o j e c t  Eva lua t i on  
An ext remely  impo r tan t  f a c t o r  i n  any ongoing e v a l u a t i o n  i s  t h e  
s p e c i f i c i t y  of t he  o r i g i n a l  p r o j e c t  o b j e c t i v e s .  A p r o j e c t  may be cons idered 
successful  d e s p i t e  i t s  f a i l u r e  t o  meet any t e c h n i c a l  o b j e c t i v e s  b u t  t he  more 
t h e  expected q u a l i t a t i v e  changes a re  s p e c i f i e d  i n  t h e  o r i g i n a l  p r o j e c t  pro-  
posal ,  t h e  e a s i e r  i t  w i l l  be f o r  t he  rev iew ing  o f f i c e r  t o  r e l a t e  t he  
o b j e c t i v e s  t o  t h e  r e s u l  t s  i n  a  sys temat i  c  manner. There may be c e r t a i n  
f a c t o r s  such as a  change i n  t he  a t t i t u d e  o f  t he  LDC research s t a f f  which 
would n o t  be i nc l uded  i n  t he  LDC p r o j e c t  proposal .  However, they  cou ld  
c e r t a i n l y  be cons idered as a d d i t i o n a l  ( c o n f i d e n t i a l  t o  IDRC) o b j e c t i v e s  when 
t he  p r o j e c t  i s  considered. These o b j e c t i v e s  cou ld  then a l s o  be evaluated.  
The f o l l o w i n g  genera l  c r i t e r i a  represen t  some o f  t he  f a c t o r s  t o  be i nc l uded  i n  
a  p r o j e c t  eva l  u a t i  on. 
Eva lua t ion  C r i t e r i a  
E f f e c t  on r u r a l  popu la t ion ;  
I n s t i t u t i o n a l  change ( a t t i t u d e  and procedure)  ; 
Technica l  progress; 
Change i n  qua1 i t y  ( a t t i t u d e )  and q u a n t i t y  ( fo ' rmal  and i n-serv i  ce) 
of LDC s c i e n t i f i c  personnel  ; 
Network c rea t i on .  
NOTES ON 'THE COST BREAKDOWN OF AFNS PROJECTS 
1. The cos t  breakdown i n  these tab les  i s  based on the  approved budget 
a1 1  o c a t i  ons r a t h e r  than the  actual  p r o j e c t  costs f o r  t h e o r e t i c a l  and p r a c t i  - 
cal  reasons. One good p r a c t i c a l  reason i s  t h a t  we cannot d i g  ou t  the 
re1 evant actual  expenditures by category. However, a  cos t  ana lys is  s  houl d  be 
based on the approved expenditures anyway s ince  the  ac tua l  l e v e l  o f  expendi- 
t u r e  i n  each category i s  a  f u n c t i o n  o f  t he  approved budget and pro jec t -spec i -  
f i c  d i s t o r t i o n s  r a t h e r  than an opt imal  budget. The approved budgets, on the  
o ther  hand, represent  t he  bes t  AFNS est imate o f  what the  opt imal  budget f o r  
a  given p r o j e c t  should be. An ana lys is  o f  t h e  ac tua l  expendi ture p a t t e r n  i n  
d i v i s i o n  p ro jec ts  could be usefu l ,  however, f o r  such purposes as p i n p o i n t i n g  
bot t lenecks i n  research a c t i v i t i e s  i n  the  developing count r ies  o r  ad jus t i ng  
f u t u r e  p r o j e c t  budgets, w i t h  s imi  1  a r  var iab les ,  based on i naccurate ly  approved 
previous budgets which are obv ious ly  over o r  under funded. 
2. Table I 1  shows the  r e l a t i v e  shares o f  each major expendi ture category 
f o r  a l l  AFNS overseas p ro jec ts .  Since t h e r e  are  so many v a r i a t i o n s  i n  pro- 
j e c t  costs between d i s c i p l i n e s ,  etc. ,  Tables 11-IV i s o l a t e  one major exo- 
genous f a c t o r  i n  each tab le .  A f i n e r  breakdown, removing two o r  more 
exogenolls factors, i s  n o t  poss ib le  u n t i  1  t he re  are  more AFNS p ro jec ts .  As i t  
i s ,  there  are  n o t  y e t  enough p r o j e c t s  t o  p rov ide  reasonably s t a b l e  averages 
f o r  each budget ca te tory .  
3. D i s t o r t i o n s  caused by changing technology, uneven ra tes  o f  p r i  ce 
changes between factors, and changes i n  f o r e i g n  exchange ra tes  cou ld  be removed 
by an adjustment mechanism b u t  these can probably be adequately considered a t  
present  i n  t he  personal eva lua t ion  o f  new p r o j e c t s  by AFNS s t a f f .  
4. Table I (a)  has several  i n t e r e s t i n g  po in t s .  The cont ingency a1 lowance 
has been much lower i n  t he  pas t  than the 10 percent  allowance which i s  now 
going t o  be accepted as a  more standard f i gu re .  I f  AFNS p r o j e c t s  have n o t  
been running i n t o  ser ious f i n a n c i a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  up t o  the  present,  then the 
10 percent  f i g u r e  seems f a i r l y  h igh.  Perhaps i t  i s  n o t  a  ser ious problem as 
these funds would remain under IDRC con t ro l .  It may mean t h a t  l a r g e  p ro jec ts  
waul d  n o t  have t o  be terminated e a r l i e r  than o r i g i n a l  l y  planned. 
A1 t e r n a t i v e l y ,  i t  may be p o s s i b l e  t o  reduce some o f  t h e  o t h e r  budget 
ca tegor ies .  Many p r o j e c t s  p robab ly  cannot h i r e  t h e i r  f u l l  s t a f f  complement 
immediately upon commitment o f  t h e  funds and thus  t h e  s t a f f  s a l a r y  and 
al lowance category need n o t  be as l a r g e  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  year .  
The most dramat ic  change i n  p r o j e c t  budgets i n  t h e  two f i s c a l  
per iods i s  t h e  d e c l i n e  i n  IDRC e x p a t r i a t e  s t a f f  which i s  a welcome t rend.  
Th is  may be due t o  t h e  inc rease  i n  t h e  r e l a t i v e  share  o f  l a r g e  p r o j e c t s  over  
$200,000 i n  t h i s  f i s c a l  year .  U n f o r t ~ ~ n a t e l y  Tab le  IV(b) ,  a c o s t  breakdown by 
s i z e  o f  g r a n t  f o r  1973/74, w i l l  n o t  be a v a i l a b l e  u n t i l  t h e  Monday meeting. 
The 1972/73 da ta  i n  Table IV(a )  does n o t  i n d i c a t e ,  however, t h a t  p r o j e c t s  
over $500,000 t end  t o  have a lower  e x p a t r i a t e  s t a f f  requirement,  a1 though 
t h i s  i s  based on o n l y  two p r o j e c t s  i n  t h a t  f i s c a l  year .  I w i l l  p resen t  t h e  
data on t h e  t r e n d  t o  l a r g e r  p r o j e c t s  d u r i n g  t h e  Monday meeting. 
.Table I :  Cost Breakdown of AFNS Projects  
1r (a)  Qverseas Pro-iects 
1972173. 
(% 
' .I 973 f 74 - - 
Expatriate 30. 12 
Total Operating 
( l e s s  Expatriate) 51 64 
Capital 14 16 
Contingency - 5 - 3 
1 00 100 
1972173 1973174 
Total Operating 
(1 ess Expatriate). 7 8 80 , 
Capital - 22 - 20 
(C 
-Total Operating 
I D R C  Staff  36.6 
Consultant 2.3 
Senior Research 4.8 
S ta f f  
Other  S ta f f  
Travel 5.2 
Training 13.4 
Information 1 .. 1 
Research Expenses 19.7 
Supporting Services 
(Overhead ) 3.3 
Other 0.1 
Total Operating 
(1 ess  Expatriate) 
1972/73 ' 19'3174 
2. T o t a l  Canadian AFNS P r o j e c t s  f o r  both FY 1972/73 and 1973/74 
% - 
S t a f f  . 61.1 
Research' Expenses 10 .8  
Trave l  5 .1  
Consul t a n t s  & Pub1 i c a t i o n s  1 . 4  
Supporting Services 7.9 
T o t a l  Operating 86 .4  
C a p i t a l  8 . 4  
Contingency 5 . 2  
3. Pro jected  versus Actual Cash Flow i n  Overseas P r o j e c t s  
FY 1972/73 FY 1973/74 
T o t a l  - 8 6 . 2  98.3 
-1 5- 
~ a b b 1 :  Cost Breakdown o f  I D R C  ~ r a d  
by  D l  s c i  p l  i ne 
(a) 1972-73 
Farming 
T o t a l  Crops Animal s  F o r e s t r y  . , Sys terns 
IDRC S t a f f  
Consul tant  
Senior  Research Staff  
Other S ta f f  
Travel  
T r a i n i n g  
In fo rma t i on  
Research Expenses - 
Suppor t ing Serv ices 
(Overhead 
Other 
T o t a l  Operat ing Costs 
F i e l d .  Equipment 
Laboratory 
Other 
To ta l  C a p i t a l  Costs 
Contingency 
TOTAL IDRC GRANT COSTS 
Tab le  11: Cost Breakdown o f  IDR? Grants 
(b) 1973-74 Food & 
. ... A . . Tot Cro ... ,..F . . .  N u t r i t i o n  Farming 
. . . .  ps i s h e r i e s  Animals . F o r e s t r y  . Sciences Systems 
Consul tant  I 
. . Senior  Research 
S t a f f  I 
Other S t a f f  
T rave l  
T r a i n i n g  I 
In fo rma t ion  1 1.1 0.4 4.6 0.6- 5.0 1.6 - 
Research 
Expenses / 16.3 14.9 16.9 13.4 65.1 23.7 14.2 
T o t a l  Operat ing 





3.3 7.1 - - - - 4.5 
1 .O - - - - - 6.2 
F i e l d  Equipment 
Laboratory 
Other 
2.6, - . 3.6 4.5 - - 10.8 - 
2.7 : 3.9 3.2 - - 12.6 - 
10.9 1.1 17.8 - - 3.1 - 
T o t a l  Cap i ta l  
costs 16.2 8.6 25.5 ' 23.8 10.8 26.4 12.2 
-- -. . .. . . . 
TOTAL IDRC 
GRANT COSTS 100 , 100 100.0 -TOO 100 - 100 100 
(a) 1972/73 
b b l e  111: Cost  Breakdown o f  'd 
AFNS P r o j e c t s  Overseas by Geograph'ical Region 
L a t i n  America 
A f r i c a  81 and 
A s i a  ~ i d d 1 e  E a s t  -.Caribbean,, 
IDRc S t a f f  I 
Consu l tan t  
Sen io r  Research S t a f f  
Other  S t a f f  
T rave l  
T r a i n i n g  
I n f o r m a t i o n  
Research Expenses I 
Suppo r t i  ng Se rv i ces  
(Overhead) 
Other  




Labo ra to r y  - . 3  - 
F ie1  d Equipment 
Other  
- .4 - 
T o t a l  Cap i ta1  
Costs 
,Con t i  ngency 8.6 6.3 3.8 
TOTAL ZDRC 
GXNT CGSTS 100 
U a b l e  111: Cost Breakdown o f  wd 
AFNS P r o j e c t s  Overseas by Geographical Region 
(b) 1973/74 
Consul tant  
Senior  Research 
S t a f f  
Other  S t a f f  
Travel  
T r a i n i n g  
In fo rma t ion  
Research Expenses I 
Support ing Serv i  ces 
(Overhead) 
Other 
A f r i c a  & L a t i n  P~ner ica  and 
Midd le  East Caribbean 
F i e l d  Equipment I 




88.9 81.4 64.1 
T o t a l  Cap i ta l  
Costs 10.7 14.3 29.3 
Contingency 1.4 4.2 6.6 
TOTAL l D R C  . .. 
GRANT COSTS 
, 
100 100 100 
-1 9- 
-6ble I V :  Cost Ereakdown o f  J 
AFNS P r o j e c t s  Overseas by S ize  b f  Grant 
( a )  1972-73 
50,000 50,000 - 200,000 - 500,000 
o r  l e s s  ZOO., 000 500,000 and over 
IDRC S t a f f  87.1 , 20.7 24.7 37.3 
Consul tant  - 2.3 - - 
Senior  Research 
S t a f f  - 6.3 5.9 2.7 
Other S t a f f  - 18.2 - 7.4 
Travel  3.1 8.2 4 . 4  0.8 * 
T ra in ing  - 5.6 2.0 18.9 
I n f o r g a t i o n  - 1.5 - 0.7 
Research Expenses 8.4 17.7 41.2 11.4 
Support ing Serv ices 
(0verhe.ad) - 2.7 - 
Other . - - - - 
Tota l  Operat ing 
Costs 98.6 83.2 78.3 83.0 
F i e l d  Equipment 
Laboratory 
Other .- 
To ta l  C a p i t a l  
Costs 1.4 13.5 14.3 10.2 
Con t i  ngency - 3.6 7.4 6.7 
TOTAL IDRC GRANT 
COSTS 100 100 100 100 
Table I V :  Cost Breakdown of . . 
AFNS Pro jects  Overseas by Size o f  Grant 
TDRC S t a f f  
Consultant 
Senior Research 
S t a f f  
Other S t a f f  
Travel 







Total  Operating 
Costs 
Fie1 d Equipment 
Laboratory - 
Other 
Total  Capi ta l  
Costs 
Contingency 
TOTAL I D R C  
GRANT COSTS 
50,000 50,000 - 200,000 - 500,000 
o r  less  :200, 300 500,000 and over 
- 17.7 3.5 23.5 - 2.1 1 3  02.2 
